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Résumé

Adoptant la distinction de Berrendonner (1990 ;agafire) entre « micro-syntaxe » et
« macro-syntaxe », de méme que celle, orthogorates segments de discours mis au
premier ou bien en arriére-planf.(Khalil, 2005), cet article se propose d’examiner
certaines interactions « non-standard » parmi o@sathes. Nous nous pencherons sur
des cas ou un référent potentiel est évoqué aéfiair d’'un segment hautement
présupposé, en arriere-plan discursivement, maiseuréférent est ciblé par un
indexical en emploi soit « anadéictique », soit-aoaphorique, et par suite transformé
en une entité de discours a part entiere. Ce tgpesférence reléve de la deixis de
discours, et non de I'anaphore en tant que telleexaminera également des segments
de texte plus étendus, qui entretiennent des oeltliscursives en termes de « macro-
syntaxe ». Nous tacherons de caractériser lesebmite la référence anaphorico-
discursive en fonction du degré de mise en arriéeau premier plan des unités de
discours qui contribuent a déterminer I'existenogdéférent ainsi ciblé.

Abstract

Adopting Berrendonner’s (1990; fc.) distinction Wween “micro-syntax” and “macro-
syntax”, as well as the orthogonal one betweengfonnded and backgrounded
discourse segmentsf( Khalil, 2005), this paper aims to examine certamon-
canonical” interactions amongst these domainsparticular, | shall be looking at
instances where a potential referent is evokedinvarighly presupposed, discursively
backgrounded text segment, but where that refeigentargeted either via an
“anadeictically”-used or a non-anaphorically usedeixical expression and made into a
discourse entity in its own right. The latter isacdcteristic of discourse deixis, but not
of anaphora as such. | will also be looking at éargtretches of text, which relate to
each other discursively in terms of “macro-syntdxiill try to characterise the limits
of discourse-anaphoric reference as a functionhef degree of backgrounding or
foregrounding of the discourse units in terms ofahtthat referent is determined and
targeted.



1. Introduction

Adopting Berrendonner’'s (1990; fc.) distinction Wween “micro-syntax” and
“macro-syntax” (also termed “pragma-syntax’e. the lexico-grammatical as
well as discourse relations spanning adjacent seeseor clauses within a text),
as well as the orthogonal one between foregrouadddoackgrounded discourse
segmentsdf. Khalil, 2005), this paper aims to examine certaan-canonical”
interactions amongst these domailmsparticular, | shall be looking at instances
where a potential referent is evoked within a hyghtesupposed, discursively
backgrounded textual segment in some text (for @@ma restrictive relative
clause, or a complement clause —both of which assammicro-structural
relation with their containing clauses), but whérat referent is targeted either
via an anadeictically-used indexical or via a naaghorically used indexical
expression and (in the latter case) made into @dise entity in its own right.
The latter use is characteristic of discourse debut not of anaphora as such. |
shall also be looking at larger stretches of temhich relate to each other
discursively in terms of “macro-syntax”.

| will try to characterise the limits of discouraeaphoric reference as a function
of the degree of backgrounding or foregroundinghef discourse units in terms
of which that referent is determined. | will beginy briefly outlining
Berrendonner’s distinction between the levels oftno-" and “micro-syntax”
(section 2), and will then sketch the orthogonatidction between foregrounded
and backgrounded discourse units of various siagerms of Khalil's (2005)
account (83). Having done this, | will differengan section 4 amongdtscourse
anaphora anadeixisanddiscourse deixisThis will lead to the main focus of the
paper (section 5), namely the correlations that hwgl between the operation of
discourse deixis, anadeixis and discourse anaploorahe one hand, and the
status of the discourse units targeted by thestexthound referring procedures
as foregrounded or backgrounded units, on the oWerwill see that referring
via indexicals is not just a question of targetindividual referents, but involves
“tying” two entire discourse units together in terraf foreground-background
relations.

2. “Micro-" vs “macro-syntax”

There are in fact several extant conceptions of rtliero- vs. macro-syntax
distinction: the Fribourg one (represented hereBeyrendonner), the Aix one
(research group GARS/DELIC) and the Florence schoel (LABLITA research
unit). See Avanzi (2007) for an illuminating comigan of these different
approaches. In Berrendonner’s (1990; fc.) concaptmicro- and macro-syntax
are types of ways in which more basic units witk@ch domain (minimal
discourse units in the case of “macro-syntax”, &dcal heads, phrases and
clauses in that of “micro-syntax”) may be integdatsto a larger, more
encompassing structure. While micro-syntax is tlemain of government
(French “rection”) by phrasal heads of their compdat(s) and by groups and
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phrases of their modifiers or adjuncts, macro-syimgathe domain of coherence
or rhetorical relations between discourse unitgheaf which may serve to

augment the discourse model (“mémoire discursibbethg constructed as the co-
text unfolds.

One central test of whether a given unit is relatednother in terms of micro- or
macro-syntax is the possibility of felicitously ngi an appropriate definite
lexically-headed NP to substitute a 3rd person @uonin the second unit which
is in some anaphoric relation with an antecedentression in the first.
Obviously, this test is only applicable where thexests an anaphoric 3rd person
pronoun in a non-initial unit retrieving a referavioked in the initial one. If such
a substitution is possible, preserving the anapheiation initially established,
then we may be dealing (at the level of utterancecgssing) with an
incrementation of the discourse model under coostm, and therefore with an
instance of macro-syntax —though in Berrendonnkater work (Berrendonner
et al., fc.), the possibility remains that othestéas may still indicate that the two
segments at issue are connected in terms of a {syritactic relation of some
kind. While if this substitution is impossible, thether things being equal, the
relation may be one of micro-syntax. A purely graatically-determined (micro-
syntactic) relation has no such implications: igly indicates “what goes with
what”, and “in what way”, at the level of textuation! Examples [1] and [2]
below, taken from English “news-in-brief” newspagpeticles, illustrate this:

[1a] “US orders staff out of Uzbekistan

The US and Israel have withdrawn [non-essentidbdigtic staff and their
families])® from Uzbekistan, after warnings thidiey; could be targeted by
Islamic militants. The move came after weeks ofeshin the wake of the
massacre of hundreds of civilians in the town oflifan last month.” The
Guardian WeeklyJune 10-16, 2005, p. 2)

[1b] The US and Israel have withdrawn [non-essédiglomatic staff and
their familieg] from Uzbekistan, after warnings thée personnel could be
targeted by Islamic militants...

Replacing the 3rd person subject prondhey in the modifying prepositional
phrase introduced bwfter in [la] by the definite NP the personnel, an NP
capable of targeting the same referent, in [1igtekatively) felicitous, in that the
anaphoric link realised via the pronotheyin [1a] is maintained. And indeed,
the phrase is clearly only loosely connected, angnatical terms, with the initial
one. Its function is that of a sentence adverlpiadyiding the reason for the state

There is an evident (partial) parallel between 8edonner’'s notion “micro-syntax” and that t&t in my

conception (see Cornish, 2008: Table 1, p. 998)alas between his notion “macro-syntax” and my viefwv
discourse(see the work just cited). Micro-syntactic relasoholding between syntactic units would form prt
what | am callingtext which embraces the entire perceptual trace o&@nof utterance. As such it includes
paralinguistic features of the utterance act, dsagenon-verbal semiotically relevant signals saslgaze direction,
pointing and other gestures, efiiscourserefers to the situated, revisable interpretatibotterances in conjunction
with an appropriate contextextprovides the perceptible cues which, in conjumctioth a relevantontext will
enable the user to construliscourse

2

In the following examples, square brackets havenbmserted around textual antecedents and a spbestri

letter placed before the closing square brackeh thie emboldened anaphoric expression markedamitidentical
subscript. This is in order to indicate the reféigndentity intended.



of affairs evoked via the initial (main) clause. \&f therefore (by hypothesis)
dealing with a macro-syntactic relation here. Letaok now at example [2]:

[2a] “[Investors in the beleaguered oil firm Yulobave been told by a
Russian court theahey; can have no role in the organisation’s bankruptcy.
Analysts believe the state is attempting to rematise the remains of the
company."The Guardian Week|y-13/04/06, p. 28.

[2b] #[Investors in the beleaguered oil firm Yujosave been told by a
Russian court thahe shareholderg can have no role in the organisation’s
bankruptcy...

In [2b] on the other hand, it would not be possitilesubstitute an appropriate
definite NP the shareholdejsfor the subject pronouthey in the governed
subordinate clause introduced that, preserving the anaphoric relation with the
matrix clause subject. It is clear here, then, tihat relationship between the
initial predication and this subordinate clauseyaverned by a micro-syntactic
and not a macro-syntactic relation. Another cleadidation of this is the
impossibility of deleting the subordinate clause [Re]: *Investors in the
beleaguered oil firm Yukos have been told by a iRassourt Compare this
result with the naturalness of a deletion of thenterpart prepositional phrase in
[1a]: The US and Israel have withdrawn non-essentialodiyatic staff and their
families from UzbekistanAfter all, the subordinate clause in [2a], unlitte
counterpart PP in [1a], realises a nuclear granualatiinction — that of second
object of the verliold (‘to tell someone something’), and is thereforexacally
governed unit.

The distinction may have something to do with Idgajic relations: where the
relation between the proposition expressed by th#rslinate clause and the
matrix one is such that it represents the viewpoirdg matrix clause NP’s human
referent (the “sujet de conscience”), then a ldxés@ression coreferential with it
but which the intended referent would not have used referring to
himself results in a bizarre reading. In my vielistis why a 3rd person pronoun
would be expected, as maintaining logophorically sijet de conscience from
the matrix clause. Three examples from Chomsky §198-80) make the point
clearly (though Chomsky was concerned with a différissue in presenting
them):

[3a] Reaganwas elected, although the former acisrregarded by many
with a good deal of skepticism. (Chomsky’s 1986(d8(i)), p. 79)

[3b] Reagays main problem is that the former agti® regarded by many
with a good deal of skepticism. (Chomsky’s 1986(d&(ii)), p. 80)

[3c] *Reaganis aware that the former actas regarded by many with a
good deal of skepticism. (Chomsky’s 1986 ex. ($980)

In [3a] and [3b], the referent ‘Ronald Reagan’ ising viewed from the
perspective of ‘many (people)’, and so the lexécgressiorthe former actoiis

an appropriate means of targeting this individualtihe subordinate clause,
maintaining that perspective; however, in [3c], g@me lexical expression is



infelicitous? as in the case of [2b] above, since the contethi@f{here lexically
governed) subordinate clause is being presented fhe viewpoint of ‘Ronald
Reagan’ himself, as sujet de conscience of theesdiscourse fragment. So [2b]
and [3c] would both be pragmatically infelicitouw the same kind of reason: in
terms of discourse, they involve crossed perspalctiures —even though in
direct discourse, the reporting expressitre shareholdersin [2b] would
correspond to a 2nd person pronoyod, while in [3c], it would correlate with a
first-person onel{.

3. Backgroundedgs. foregrounded discourse units

9. Background vs. foreground units may be micro-syitamr macro-syntactic, in
Berrendonner’s (1990; fc.) terms. Syntacticallygieen clause or phrase may be
dependent with respect to a governing unit (lexegneyp or phrase), and hence
represent a backgrounded unit in purely formaltastic (textual) terms; but at
the same time, in terms of discourse it may canstiforegrounded information
in relation to that evoked via what may be analyasdits governing unit in
syntactic terms. An attested oral example is gindd]:

[4] “He's pushing forty,he’s developing a middle-aged spread, but Mohammed
Ali has just made a bid for the heavyweight chamgplop of the world...” (Oral
utteranceBBC Radio #

10. Here, the two initial clauses of this extract may dnalysed as (paratactically
connected) main clauses, syntactically, in relationthe following clause
introduced bybut this clause may not occur independently of them,a
potentially main clause, initiating a discoursBut Mohammed Ali has just made
a bid for the heavyweight championship of the weddhough it may when
uttered in a presuppositional context of the ratéviind. Yet in terms of
discourse organisation, it is clear that the cémfarmation is conveyed by this
clause, for which the two paratactic initial (pdiatly main) clauses act as
anchoring context. The connectimit is thus interpreted in this context as
marking a concessive and not an adversative, opmaeali relation between the
two units (a possible paraphrase might BéHoughhe may be pushing forty,
and although he may be developing a middle-aged spread, Mohammed Ali has
neverthelesgust made a bid for the heavyweight championshifhe world”). It
is a “denial of expectation” use &t there is necessarily a pause (as here)
between the preceding (paratactic) clause(s) amatlduse prefixed bgut and
there is no requirement that the two units conmktbereby be of equal rank,
syntactically (as would be the case for coordinatdr—cf. Kies, 1994). Notice
how the presence of 3rd person pronoun (henceerdfally highly dependent)
subjects in the two initial main clauses, linkedrgbtactically, reflects the
discursively subordinate, background status of ghesits, in relation to the
following clause introduced by the connective. wikge, the presence of a full

3 | would prefix the example with the crosshatch eatthan the asterisk Chomsky uses to charactdsistatus.

Atfter all, there is nothing wrong with the well-foedness of3c] quasentence; rather, it is the discourse to which it
will give rise by default which is problematic.
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proper nameMohammed Ali(a referentially-autonomous expression) in subject
position, reflects the discursively foreground gsabf this unit. In terms of the
macro- vs. micro-syntax distinction, we clearly éaw do with three macro-
syntactic units here, since at least the subjemtqarn in the first of the two initial
clauses may coherently be substituted by a deflakeal NP (e.gthe many,
preserving the coreferential-anaphoric relation hwithe “antecedent” NP
Mohammed Alin the third.

In example [la] above, the adverbial PP introdulbgdafter is both (loosely)
dependent (hence backgrounded) syntactically anbsidiary (i.e. also
backgrounded) informationally —in that it servesriotivate the central situation
evoked via the initial main clause. But in [2a], te other hand, although the
subordinate clause introduced Hyat is highly dependent (being a lexically
governed unit, hence syntactically backgrounded)eims of the organisation of
the message corresponding to this text fragmert &hole, it conveys the key
information. So it is a foreground, not a backgm@umit in discourse terms. This
can be brought out using Erteschik-Shir's (2007:13) so-called “lie test”: if it
is felicitous to contradict a given phrase or ciausthin an utterance, then that
phrase or clause is asserted (conveys focal infisman context) and is not
presupposed. If the contradiction is infelicitoum) the other hand, then it
corresponds to backgrounded and not to assertedriafion. Let us apply this
test to the subordinate clause in [2a]:

[2a"] [Context: A utters the first sentence of [2ajdressing B:]
B: But that’s not true: they CAN (‘have such a ile

The result is positive, showing that the subordingluse represents asserted,
thus focused (i.e. foregrounded) and not presuphdmekgrounded information.
The same test would yield a positive result whepliag to [4]:

[4a] [Context: A utters [4], addressing B:]

B: That's not true! He HASn't (‘just made a bid féhe heavyweight
championship of the world’)!

B’s contradiction here relates to the claim madé¢him foregrounded part of [4]
(what is conveyed by theut clause). Compare this with the relatively strained
objection relating only to what is conveyed by pagatactically connected main
clauses:

[4a"] [Context: A utters [4], addressing B:]

B: ?# That's not true! He ISn’t (‘pushing forty awgveloping a middle-
aged spread’)!

The foreground-background distinction in discowadeits of degrees, and is not
a categorical one (cf. also Givon, 1987; Khalilp3D Khalil suggests that it may
operate in different ways at different levels, actft See Table 1 below:
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Notion Domain Description

Figure-Ground visual perception| Objects are perceptually organized relative to each
cognition other.

Grounding text semantics The organization of semantic representations of the

(foreground- propositional content in terms ofgaoundingscale

background structure distinguishing various grounding values.

Information structure | cognition One way in whichokvledge is (hierarchically)

organized in models. It is textually constructed i
semantic representations, that is, meaning and its
organization in text.
Prominence text strategy Surface structure organization. The relative
conspicuousness of sentences and their constituents
as a result of their linear organization.
Foregrounding & |text pragmatics Surface structure operations ttetensentences and
backgrounding their constituents more or less prominent and
influence the interpretation of text meaning imisr
of groundingvalues that have already been assigned
to propositions.

Table 1.Levels of grounding according to Khalil (2005) (Table 1 “Notions used
in this study”, Khalil, 2005: 3)

As can be seen, Khalil draws a five-way distincteomongst “figure-ground”,
which has to do with perception and the resultirggnition; “grounding
(foreground-background) structure”, which relates text semantics (“the
organization of semantic representations or thpgsitional content in terms of a
grounding scale, distinguishing various groundinglues”); information
structure, which concerns how meaning is organisetexts; “prominence”,
determined by a given text strategy, defined asHe. relative conspicuousness
of sentences and their constituents as a restifteaf linear organization” (p. 3);
and finally, “foregrounding and backgrounding”, whiare bound up with text
pragmatics. These are said to be “surface struocpeeations that make sentences
and their constituents more or less prominent afldence the interpretation of
text meaning in terms of grounding values that halveady been assigned to
propositions.” The key point that seems to be suiashere is the fact that users
are not “condemned” to organise their utterancesemms of the perceived
“figure-ground” structure of the situation whichethwish to verbalize; but that
what they choose to foreground and/or to backgroundheir message is a
function of their communicative intentions.

The possible default grounding values are foreglpumidground and
background. As argued above, Khalil (2005: 4) obserthat syntactic
organisation does not of itself assign groundindues (e.g. syntactically
subordinate clauses, as in [2a] and [4] above, @tcalways convey subsidiary,
background information; and syntactically main skesi as in [4], do not always

The distinctions between “prominence”, “informatistructure” and “foregroundingvVs “backgrounding” are

not fully clear, however —unless it is intendedttpart or all of an utterance becomes prominentfarejrounded
(or non-prominent and backgrounded) as a resuti@imposition of a given information structure apt In any
case, we may wonder why the notion “prominence” needed alongside “information structure”, and
“foregrounding”vs “backgrounding”. After all, if a speaker choosesforeground” a discourse unit, then it will of
necessity be “prominent” in terms of surface suitet(i.e. lexico-grammatical realization); whilesifhe elects to
“background” it, then it will evidently not be pranent, surface-structurally.



express foreground information). Grounding values genre-specific: for
example, in written news articles, the value “focemd” tends to be assigned to
macro-propositions. These denote the key eventuat®n which the article as a
whole develops. The value “background” will tendb® assigned to propositions
expressing circumstantial information (the spagioyporal setting of the main
event or situation). This is what “grounds” or amhthe central information
derived from the text and a suitable context. SeeVédga et al. (2007) for
experimental evidence in favour of the backgroutadus of preposed temporal
clauses in German and Spanish introduced by thivadqots ofwhile. Finally,
the value “midground” may be attributed to propiosis that elaborate or explain
the main event.

17. In terms of prominence, which is a surface-struatproperty of texts, the point
is made that what is made prominent textually matybe foreground meaning,
but enjoy a relatively lower grounding value: “...prmence and importance are
independent of each other” (Khalil, 2005: 6). Kh@ti. 7) goes on to write of
“figure and ground slots” in text structure, whichay be filled by clauses
expressing background, midground or foreground gsins. Foregrounding
and backgrounding are pragmatic operations witfasarstructural implications,
whereas foreground and background are charactsristithe semantic structure
of the clauses concerned (Khalil, 2005: 11).

18. In the examples discussed so far, the backgrounfdreground units at issue
have mostly been clauses. However, when longes &ne taken into account, it
is clear that each status may characterize muaerasegments of text. In
narrative texts, for example (see Jadir, 2005: 258}, the foreground sequences
of actions being recounted may be interrupted lpkdpaund descriptions (of a
scene or a character), or by a flashback or saifefashbacks to an earlier
situation in which the character(s) concerned mayehbeen involved (see
examples [8] and [9] below for illustration). Thesgerruptions often serve to
explain the motivations of the characters invohagdhe point of interruption.
Whereas the time-line of the central narration Wil realised by simple past
(preterit) or (historic) present tenses carriedthy finite verbs involved,the
interrupting descriptive or explanatory sequencistend to be realised as far as
tense is concerned by the past perfect (Frguicis-que-parfal, the simple
present tense or the present or past progressiypaifait in French). These latter
types of tense/aspect (apart from the past pepfastue-parfait have as a
common feature the expression of an imperfectipees(see also Khalil, 2005:
3). However, where the shift to an earlier stataftdirs is explicitly marked (e.g.
via a temporal adverbial), the tense of the fingebs in a background unit may
still be the simple past, a tense type also typicased for the main time-line
development in the foreground narrative ufits.

° Prototypically by thepassé simplein French. However, | do not wish to imply thhisttense, or indeed the

other French tenses mentioned in the text abovebalmlv, function in exactly parallel fashion withspect to their
English counterparts.

See also Hopper (1979), Reinhart (1984), Dowty §)9&ennari (2004) and Madden & Zwaan (2003) oa thi
issue.
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4. Discourse anaphora, “anadeixis” and discoursesde

In my view (see Cornish, 1999, to appear), deixisd aanaphora are
complementary discourse-referring procedures whiklh user exploits in
constructing, modifying and accessing the conteaftanental models of an
unfolding discourse represented in the minds oakpeand addressee (or writer
and reader in the written form of language). Bdkicaeixis and anaphora are
procedures for coordinating the speech participatitsntion throughout the flow
of text as produced within a given context to whibby are both party (see in
particular Clark & Bangerter, 2004 on this issuefarms of the act of referring
more generally).

Both anaphora and deixis, then, operate at thd leivenemory organization,
enabling the speaker to manage it by guiding thdrem$ee’s processing of the
incoming segments of a text (cf. also Ehlich, 19825, 330) Deixis under this
view may be seen as involving the use of the spedciation (the (deictic)
ground, in Hanks’, 1992 terminology) to profileigure (a new referent or a new
conception of an existing referent within the disse registry); whilanaphora
consists in the retrieval from within a given grduof an already existing
‘figure’, together with its ‘ground’, the anaphorpredication acting to extend
that ground (see Kleiber 1994: Ch. 3). Examples[/] [3a,b] and [4] above are
illustrations: a selection of the anaphors is eméoéd in these short texts. The
“figure/ground” relation is thus an integral paift the operation of these two
indexical referring procedures. See Cornish (toeappsection 3) for further
discussion of the deixis/anaphora distinction.

In between the two polar types of indexicals (I&t 2nd person pronouns, which
may realize only a deictic use, on the one handl arml person reflexive

pronouns, which are restricted to a (strict) anaighase, on the other), we find a
range of expression types —mainly demonstrativedbaswhich may be called
“anadeictic’: see Ehlich (1982: 333-4) for this term. The wdeone of these

expression types involves partly anaphoric, andtlypateictic reference. It

involves the use of the basic (i.e. “situational®ictic procedure applied to the
discourse already constructed (or shortly to bestanted) — hence the
“anaphoric” dimension of this usage. See [10] below an attested (written)

example.

In the anadeictic use of demonstratives, thengtigean identifiable entity within
the discourse representation upstream of the mbintcurrence whose saliency
level (whether low or medium) the demonstrativeerefice can boost. The
demonstrative component may be needed here in daddfifferentiate the
intended referent from potentially competing onés @imilar type — which a
3rd person pronoun in its place might have pickedAs Diessel (1999: 96-100)
points out, anaphorically-used demonstratives teadretrieve non-topical
antecedent referents, which are less likely to betained unproblematically via
canonical anaphor types (e.g. reduced definite &s3rd person pronouns). See
also Kleiber (1990) in relation to French demoristeaexpressions. They are
also used in the re-introduction/confirmation ofammatopical referents following



their initial mention in a text, typically via andefinite NP or a full proper name
— this in order to firmly install the discourse repentation of these discourse-
central entities in the addressee’s or readerst4bom memory. They are
likewise capable of inducing a topic shift. Finalligey may serve to re-activate a
formerly topical referent which has since been famed by newly topical
referents (cf. Dik’s, 1997 notion “resumed topicfthin his typology of topic
referents).

23. Finally, discourse deixisinvolves contextual pointing to a part of the rabe
constructed discourse representation, and buildiimgo a discourse entity which
may subsequently be retrieved via an anaphbr.this type of contextual
reference, the reader or addressee must creatdegente from within the
immediate discourse contékClearly, it is demonstrative expressions which are
specialised in this function. (See as illustratexamples [5]-[7] below). The
demonstrative, guided by the predicative compooénhe indexical clause as a
whole, “points” to the relevant part of the contespresentation; and the process
of understanding it actually creates a referentaduhat representation. Unlike
Piwek et al. (2008: 697), | do not believe it istj@ form of “anaphora”, simply
because its function is to relate to prior (or sgoent) discourse. Unlike
anaphora (or indeed, “anadeixis”), with discoursiid there is no independently
existing discourse entity upstream “waiting” fag reference to be picked up by a
discourse-deictically used expression. Diessel91991) claims that the referent
of such demonstratives “has no existence outsidbetiniverse of discourse in
the physical world.” Another distinctive property this use is the fact that the
referent thereby established tends not to persigta subsequent discourse.

24. Figure 1 below presents the various indexical refgrprocedures mentioned so
far, in terms of a scale of indexical referring gibdities ranging from canonical
deixis to canonical anaphora at each pole.

canonical deixis > discourse deixis > anadeixis amonical anaphora

Figure 1: Scale of indexical referring procedures

25. Examples [5] through [7] below involve a demonswaiNP or pronoun within a
pragmatically foregrounded unit targeting the resfilprocessing a text segment
that forms part of a pragmatically backgroundedt:unamely, a restrictive
relative clause in [5], conveying presupposed imfation; a presupposition
associated with an indefinite NP in [6]; and anemehce (“writing a musical
inevitably takes a considerable amount of time”)7ip

” See Webber (1991), Diessel (1999: 100-105), (28@6:6) and what Lyons (1977: 668) calls “impurettiex

deixis”.

8 Diessel (1999: 93) characterizes discourse debtisesied via demonstratives as “refer[ence] to psims;
they link the clause in which they are embeddethéoproposition to which they refer.” However,thsseboring
Sundaysn [5] andthat amount ofimein [7] below, in particular, attest, discourse deixisdgéanonstratives is by no
means limited to reference to propositions.
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To illustrate the distinction between discoursepdnoaa and discourse deixis, the
occurrence of the demonstrative W#®se boring Sundayia example [5] (lines
3-4) is particularly interesting:

[5] “There’s a word for people who keep obsessa@rds about how often
they've mowed their lawn in the past 25 years. @ listener to last year's
The First Cuckoo and the Last Swallow Radio 4 countethose boring
Sundaysand has now proved to be one of the many extremagbprtant
contributors to a nationwide nature diary....” (“Retwf the First Cuckoo”
(3.45pm R4)Radio Time$-11.08.06, p. 132)

This is an example of discourse deixis in thaequires the reader to construct
out of the discourse context an entity such thatpgbople Who keep obsessive
records about how often they’'ve mowed the lawhénpiast 25 yeafsio so once

a week “on Sundays” (i.e. at the end of any giveeky, and that the obsessive
recording of the fact is a boring, routine activityotice how the referent is
constructed from within an informationally subsigiatextual segment (the
restrictive relative clause who...years in lines bf2the example) which is
clearly in a micro-syntactic relation with regard its containing NP. This
corresponds to presupposed and not asserted irfformaand as such is
backgrounded in terms of its discourse status firesupposed since the whole
point of the NP is to evoke a stereotypical typgeifson —the stereotype being
conveyed via the relative clause. As such, theewassumes that there are such
people, and that the reader will readily recognimsr existence. As in [4], the
second sentence prefaced by the conjuncBan (here assuming a quasi-
adverbial function: see Kies, 1994) will convey thmost prominent
(foregrounded) information, the initial sentenceaashole then being construed
as background, grounding the main information toneo The two sentences
obviously contract a macro-syntactic relation wote another, in Berrendonner
et al.’s (fc) terms.

Let us look now at a further attested, but spokerample involving a
contrastively-accented demonstrative (see Chapmi@8 and Cornish (in
preparation) on the interpretative effects of atiognn English).

[6a]’ [Interview with Jonathan Porritt, then leader dfetenvironmental
pressure grouriends of the Earthby Nicholas Witchell, BBC Radio 5, 16
October, 1994]

NW: do you think that HgPrince Charles’lwill become a GREEMonarch?

JP: well, yes, but | don't think that everyone essarily subscribes to THAT
L L* L H™1L%

NW: -- what, that he will ever one day beCOKiiRg?
JP:  yes.
(Example (2.8a) in Cornish, 1999: 30).

| use Pierrehumbert & Hirschberg’s (1990) notataystem for intonation here, as follows: ‘L’ = “lopitch

syllable”, ‘H’ = “high pitch syllable”; **'= “accened syllable”; ‘%’ = “boundary syllable”.
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[6b]
...JP: #...well, yes, but | don't think that evergamecessarily subSCRIBesito
L H*L L L%

[6¢] Presupposition structure of the complementis#ain line 1 in [6a]“that
Prince Charles [will] become an X monarch”

Questioned predicatéX = “environmentally-conscious™?”

Effect on this presupposition structure createdHhwy interpretation of HAT
within its predicational contextthat Prince Charles [will] become monarch”

In [6a], what is highlighted in the context constitd by the interviewer’s initial
guestion, given the global topic at issue, is Rri@barles’ ecological credentials,
not whether in fact he would ever become king oag-d a proposition which is
presupposed by this speaker: the prenominal adgegteenwas accented and
pronounced with high pitch, while the head neuanarchwas unaccented and
carried a low level of pitch. The interviewee, hoee though replying
affirmatively to the question poseWéll, yes.), sought to call its presupposition
into question; and he did this in part by using teorg)ly accented distal
demonstrative pronourth@t) fulfilling a discourse-deictic function, in ordeéo
make accessible and salient an item of informatibich, in the context set up by
the interpretation of the initial question, was ihe background, not the
foreground, of attention: the source of the refemoked via construal afHAT

is the governed clausal complementtioihk in the interviewer’s first question.
This is again in a micro-syntactic relation withe tinatrix clause; but the clause
introduced bybut in the interviewee’s turn evidently contracts acneasyntactic
relation with the complement clause in the intemags first turn. | have
attempted to formulate the information-structuneresentation of this segment of
discourse under [6c¢].

In neither of the examples presented above co@ddtrieval have been effected
felicitously via the use of a potentially anaphoegpression (for example, a
reduced definite NP or a 3rd person pronouhe#boring Sundaysr #hemin

[5] and 7?#he idea/the possibilityor #t in [6]: see [6b]). Such indexical-

expression types are specialised in the expresdianaphora, where the referent
retrieved is assumed to be salient for the addeéssaler to some degree —the
anaphoric segment simply carrying over the situmagooked in the antecedent
unit. Such units are normally retrieved from theefoont of the discourse, the

backgrounded segments serving to support or “afithem in some way.

Let us look now at example [7].

[7] “I've written 14 musicals and don’t have a hudgsire to write another
until I'm absolutely sure | want to investat amount of time...”. (“Staging
a revival”, RT Interview with Andrew Lloyd-WebbdRadio Times 5-
11/08/06, p. 18)

In [7], the time taken to write a musical is notfatus or even accessible when
the predicationi’'ve written 14 musicalss realised. It is the result of an inference
drawn at the point of interpretation of the indekicHence the use of a distal
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demonstrative NRhat amount of timdo refer to this aspect of the writing of
these musicals. The demonstrative pronotimat#or the equivalent definite
lexical NP (#he amount of timjevould not have been equal to the referential task
required here. Again, as in the earlier exampleshaee seen, the indexical
reference occurs within a foregrounded segmentudis/ely, in relation to a
referent derived from within a relatively backgrdexa one, the two units
arguably contracting a “macro-syntactic” relationthweach other: we may
analyse the initial “antecedent” clause as repitasgra backgrounded item of
information in relation to the main, foregroundeahtent associated with the
second conjunct élithoughl’ve written 14 musicals, | don’t have a huge desire
to write another until 'm absolutely sure | waatifivest that amount of time”).

Table 2 below summarises the distinction betweenattadeictic and discourse
deictic uses of demonstrative expressions.

Parameters | Canonical anadeicticuse | Discourse-deictic use
Referent is a determinate entity
already bearing a minimal level + _
of saliency

Requires understander to
operate on immediate discourse
context, in order to construct a
new discourse entity

Possible introduction by a - +
variety of syntactic types of
antecedent-trigger

Can be replaced by a definite

NP where denotation of NP’s + _
lexical component is

presupposed

Substitutable by an unaccented +2 -
3* person pronoun

Referent likely to persist in + -
subsequent discourse (Diessel,

1999)

Referent has no existence 5 +

outside the discourse, in “real™
world (Diessel, 1999)

Table 2: “Anadeictic” uses of demonstratives in Enlish (revised version of
Table 1 in Cornish, 2007: 162)

Sections 5 and 6 will try to identify the principl@and constraints which relate
anaphoric retrieval to referents associated witegoounded discourse units, and
anadeictic and discourse-deictic reference withsote be constructed from
backgrounded ones. In particular, they will aim determine the limits of
anaphoric reference within the latter type of segisie
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5. Discourse anaphora, anadeixis and foregrounaieéd a
backgrounded discourse units

Here now are two longer attested extracts (the @ral, the second written)
where a subsequent reference to an already-inteddueferent pops over a
backgrounded segment to return to the “interruptedain-line part of the
discourse. But this is not done in the same wagaith case.

Example [8] is an extract from an eye-witness antaf the tsunami wave
disaster as it affected the coast of Thailand ({Rgtanore particularly) in
December 2004:

[8] (...) I noticed small kids and tourists walking Wwhere the water
had receded, curious as to why the water had gidren | sawit — |
noticed people craning their necks and looking @utthe horizon.
You could see a wall of water about three or fdaries 6ic) high. |
5. felt like | was watching a movie, it was completslyrreal.lt wasn't
moving very quickly,it took between four and five minutes until |
sawit hit and in that time slowly people started to ismaWwhat was
happening. People were saying ‘Oh God, whah&?’ | thought |
was dreaming. After a few secontle wave hit g and g smashed
10. against the beach. (...)
(Extract from “Eyewitness: Panic in PatonBC News on the Web
27/12/04)

In this extract from an originally oral monologuejs a lexical NP the wave
and not a pronounitf, which is used in line 9 to refer to the tsunamave,
introduced in the main-line part of the narrativeqeding the brief background
segment in lines 7-9. This is not due to the latlsalience in context of the
intended referent (which is indeed the macro-tgpithis point in the discourse).
Rather, it is due to a purely discourse-structueadtor: the fact that the
introduction of ‘the tsunami wave’ by the narrator lines 2-7 has been
interrupted by his reference to the increduloustieas of the people around him
at the time People were saying ‘Oh God, what is THAT?his is a direct-
speech report, which as such momentarily shiftddbetionary source —as well
as of the point of view being expressed. See disoirtterrupted segment in
example [9] (lines 2-6) below. Note furthermore ttense difference here
(preterit for the reporting segment and simple @medor the reported speech
segment). So in returning to the main line of nasraof the sequence of events
after it, there is a need to “reset the cursorthi® macro-topic and the narration
of its development. Notice also that the tsunamivevdas not yet been
characterised as a ‘wave’: for the narrator us@gsiged) metaphor in describing
it in line 4 (*a wall of water about three or fostoreys high” — my emphasis,
FC). This need to reset the cursor is further gtteened by the fact that the
direct-speech quotation just given in line 8 hasessted the difficulty the
bystanders faced at the time in characterizinge(gaizing, more properly) what
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they were witnessing: this is highlighted precisbkly their use of the stressed
distal demonstrative pronouFHAT (as also used in [6]) within an interrogative
construction. In discourse terms, this referendeneit yet have been ratified by
the hearer or reader at this point in the texts@the narrator assumes) — a state
of affairs which calls for a lexically explicit, anacterising expression type rather
than a purely pronominal reference in line 9.

In [9] below, on the other hand, a possessive pronal determiner and 3rd
person pronoun are used following a segment whicrguably “background” (a
direct speech quotation from the subject of anrumev, interrupting the 3rd
person report by the journalist, and illustratithg fpoint just made prior to it),
connecting up with the foreground segment preceding Consider the
interpretation of the pronouns in the last sentaidle following extract:

[9] “... He [Kenny Rogers] grew up with four brothers angeéhsisters, the
son of a labourer and a cleaning lady, in a poea af Houston, Texas. “My
father was an alcoholic, but it wasn’t disruptivechuse he was a wonderful
man with a great sense of humour. The worst hdatidur family was use

5. money for alcohol rather than food or clothes. Baitearned it, and had the
right to get something out of life. He didn’t drifike the last four yearsHis
parents were not keen d¢rim being a musician, and the early years were
tough...”
(Interview with Kenny RogersThe Radio Times/-13.8.99, p. 18; example
(17) in Cornish, 2002).

Observe, first, that there are two discourse setgiian this extract, an “outer”
or containing segment where it is the journalisbwbnducted the interview who
is the “locutionary source”, and an inner, embedsksginent corresponding to the
direct speech section, where it is the interview&mnny Rogers, who takes on
the role of locutionary source. So this examplsimsilar to example [8] above.
The direct-speech segment is explicitly delimitedpdically via the opening and
closing of the inverted commas, and via the switdm third-person to first-
person pronouns in reference to the intervieweé.tlBere are no differences as
far as tense/aspect is concerned (unlike in exafBpleNote also that the local
discourse topics of each segment are distincthi®main discourse segment, this
is ‘Kenny Rogers’, whereas for the embedded dismwegment, it is ‘Kenny
Rogers’ father'.

Once the direct-speech segment is finished, itpgpped” from the highest
position in the “focus stack” (according to GroszS8dner’s 1986 hierarchy of
“focus spaces” associated with given discourse se¢s), and its contents are
therefore no longer available for anaphors (heeeptbssessive determirntgs and
the third-person pronoumim in the final sentence) to pick up. And this
corresponds to intuition, since these two anaphogsunambiguous in referring

That is, basic discourse units, defined in pgrtheir implementing a particular discourse purpose

goal relative to some more global discourse purpsse Grosz & Sidner (1986) for both the term
discourse segmeannd its definition and illustration.
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to Kenny Rogers, rather than to Kenny Rogers’ fathtbe topic of the
intervening direct-speech segment. These anapliwrgonjunction with the
content of their host predicator and the closinghefinverted commas at the end
of the immediately preceding sentence, effect dufre pop” to the main,
interrupted segment, which is about Kenny Rogensshlf —even though they
are in this instance 3rd person pronominal andleatal anaphors, unlike the
situation in [8]. The reason is that the poppedrosegment is felt as an
interruption, whereby the popped-back-to segmemoigtinued by the popping
segment. It is thus still in an active state, dismely speaking. Unlike example
[8], the popped-back-to referent is already firnmgtalled in the addressee’s
mind at the point of return (and categorised asraity of a particular type), and
is no longer under construction.

And yet in [9], the “interruption” corresponding tbe direct-speech quotation
from the interviewee about his fathercomplex in terms of rhetorical structure
and does not contain any explicit reference to Kenmogéts (apart from the —
purely deictic — use of 1st person formy andour in the reported part). These
are the two constraints imposed by Fox (1987) aarmepops by same-gender
pronouns (as here) to a hierarchically dominantreesy.

[8] and [9] both involved “popping” references aftebackground segment to the
foreground segment which “embeds” it, hierarchicdih [10] and [11] below, on
the other hand, we have an anadeictic referencfl®h and an attempted
anaphoric one in [11] to a referent previously edkwithin a highly
backgrounded segment, micro-syntactically conneiciéi$ governing one.

[10] “Asia
Pakistan quake toll tops 73,000

The death toll from Pakistan's earthquake soaremdoe than 73,000 and
could still rise, according to official governmefigures. These are lower
than those of other agencies, which estimate &7 @00 dead. More than 3
million have been left homeless across Kashmirodh Western Frontier
province.” (The Guardian Weekly1-17 November, 2005, p. 2).

In [10], the proximal demonstrative pronouhese subject of the second
sentence, refers anadeictically to ‘the officialkiB&@ni government figures
(73,000 as of 11th November 2005) on the deathrmih Pakistan’s then recent
earthquake’. This referent has just been evokedavieripheral expression, the
adjunct PPaccording to official (Pakistani) government figara the initial
sentence of the text. This is a sentence modiflpet specifying the source of
the claim made by the journalist in the main pdrihes initial sentence; as such,
it occupies a backgrounded slot, under Khalil'sO&20account. Indeed, this
referent could not have been retrieved felicitougly a canonically anaphoric
expression (heretley), since it is not in focus at the point of occae. This is
why a proximal demonstrative pronoun was used tideke it, “anadeictically”.
Let us compare now what happens when an ordinarp&rson pronoun is used
to retrieve a referent of this kind:

[11] “Militants want cleric freed
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A militant Palestinian splinter group, the Islandiomy, has demanded that
Britain release a Muslim cleric in return for theddom of BBC reporter
Alan JohnstonHe was kidnapped on March 12.Tl{e Guardian Weekly

18/05/07, p. 2)

In [11], we find a very similar situation —in term$ the utterance context of the
indexical. Here, the 3rd person masculine singhlanan-denoting pronouine,
signalling canonical anaphora, is used to retriaveeferent introduced in a
peripheral phrase within the initial sentence, #ugunct PPin return for the
freedom of BBC reporter Alan Johnstdyiote that there could be a comma (or a
pause in the spoken version) between the woletsc andin here, showing that
this adjunct may be a sentence modifier. This ialagous to the situation
prevailing in example [11], where an anadeictict mocanonical anaphoric,
expression was used to this end.

In fact, my feeling is that this use be is infelicitous in this context. A more
natural retrieval of this referent would have began a reduced definite role-
denoting NP, such dbke journalist In addition, the use dferesults in anaphoric

ambiguity here (at least at the point where thenpumhe is encountered), since
the macro-topic entity in this text is the Musliteric (not identified by name)

whose release is demanded by the Palestinian esplnoup, the Islamic army.

Indeed, the cleric is mentioned in the very tithich highlights the essential
point of the text as a whole. Moreover, this refieris introduced in the body of
the text via an indefinite NP in direct object gimsi within a complement clause,
a grammatical function higher in the hierarchy cdrgmatical functions than the
adjunct PP introducing the second male referentvé¥er, once the predicative
component of the anaphoric sentence is taken odoumt, only the BBC reporter
may be said to have been “kidnapped”; for the Muaglieric is presupposed to be
held in custody by Britain at the time of publicati So there is a conflict here
between the import of ‘top-down’ and of ‘bottom-ug@wntextual information.

6. Conclusions

45,

First of all, our examples and discussion have shawthink, contra what is
argued in Unger (2006), that discourse is not aelgutinear, “river-like”
phenomenon, which “flows” along incrementally (tigbuthis may well be an
accurate characterisation of “text” in any contefxtise: see Cornish, 2008: Table
1, p. 998). There is a hierarchical structure tdoitmed by segments assuming a
foreground, midground or background relation wibkpect to other co-occurring
segments; these segments may also be related qiavatg, as “sister” units
assuming the same “grounding” relation with resgectome other, dominating
segment (see Walker, 1998 on this point). The fanotg of different types of
indexicals in relation to entities evoked withiretle segments amply attests to
this, as we have seen. For example, if an indexixplession refers in terms of a
text segment which conveys presupposed informaitionelation to the host
(anaphor-containing) segment, and the two segnuamsact a macro-syntactic
relation with each other, then in order to achi¢iwe reference intended, an
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expression realizing either anadeixis or discoutsxis must be used. In the
former case, the referent will already be consedictand its discourse
representation established in the prior discoum@ext; but in the latter, the
referent has to be formed out of the relevant dissm context, in terms of what is
predicated of this created referent. The use ofraahstrative-based expression
together with its predicative context thus resuitshis referent not only coming
into (discourse) existence, but being made saheuit thus susceptible of being
picked up again by a purely anaphoric expressioablel 2 in section 4
summarises the distinction.

Examples [5]-[7] involved background segments whach in a micro-syntactic

relation with regard to their containing clauses,Berrendonner’s (1990; fc.)
terms, though the indexical-containing units areaimacro-structural one with
regard to these segments as whole units; and tlgtmanded segments in [8]
and [9] are clearly in a macro-syntactic relatioithwespect to the more central
discourse segments within which they occur. In §8jd [9], there is no

subsequent reference within the “return-poppingbréground) segment
following the backgrounded one to an entity evokatiin the latter.

Where a canonical discourse-anaphoric expressiaosed (typically a 3rd person
pronoun), the referent must, as in the anadeietse cbe established as a salient
entity in the context discourse representation; emdespondingly, it must also
have been evoked within a foregrounded (or midgidedih text segment, in
Khalil's (2005) terms (compare examples [10] and][1In this regard, in
particular) —unless the initial evocation and tin@@horic one both occur within
a micro-syntactic sequence, in Berrendonner’s quime Here, it is perfectly
possible (indeed expected) for the retrieval touocwithin a backgrounded
segment —a status which usually corresponds to orsigntactically related
segments. Reduced definite NPs may be used felgtitdoth in the “anadeictic”
and the discourse-anaphoric situations, thoughnnibie “discourse deictic” one.
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target discursively subsidiary information”, given the international conference DG
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